Personality is an important predictor of various outcomes in many social science disciplines. However, when personality traits are not the principal focus of research, for example, in global comparative surveys, it is often not possible to assess them extensively. In this article, we first provide an overview of the advantages and challenges of single-item measures of personality, a rationale for their construction, and a summary of alternative ways of assessing their reliability. Second, using seven diverse samples (N total = 4,263) we develop the SIMP-G, the German adaptation of the Single-Item Measures of Personality, an instrument assessing the Big Five with one item per trait, and evaluate its validity and reliability. Third, we integrate previous research and our data into a first meta-analysis of single-item reliabilities of personality measures, and provide researchers with guidelines and recommendations for the evaluation of single-item reliabilities.
Article
Even though personality traits have been found to be important determinants of various attitudes and behaviors across all nations and across all social science disciplines, research resources do not always allow for the inclusion of lengthy personality measures. For instance, large global comparative surveys need to use an internationally validated, yet short personality inventory to, for instance, statistically control for personality factors. To partially address this demand, our research provides the scientific community with the first psychometrically sound German-language version of an established English single-item measure of the Big Five personality dimensions (i.e., Single-Item Measures of Personality or the SIMP; Woods & Hampson, 2005) .
After addressing the advantages of single-item instruments in general we briefly summarize the current status of the SIMP; here, we also discuss the concerns raised toward single-item measurement of personality. Finally, we present our empirical validation of the German version of the SIMP (i.e., the SIMP-G). Because there are no recommendations on the evaluation of single-item reliabilities and because guidelines used to interpret Cronbach's alpha are not transferable to single-item reliabilities (Osburn, 2000) , we used an empirical approach in order to derive reference values for single-item reliabilities: We report a meta-analysis which provides some first guidelines for the evaluation of singleitem measures in the context of personality assessment. Single-item measures are sometimes criticized because of their (supposedly low) reliability and the impossibility to estimate their reliability by means of some standard procedures (e.g., Cronbach's alpha). Based on existing solutions to overcome these challenges our analyses provide the first quantitative review of single-item reliabilities of personality instruments and offer first guidelines for the evaluation of single-item reliabilities.
Advantages of Single-Item Measures
Because single-item measures provide researchers with some advantages they are frequently used in diverse fields of research, for example, to assess job satisfaction (Nagy, 2002) , organizational justice (Jordan & Turner, 2008) , positivity/negativity of attitudes toward objects (Larsen, Norris, McGraw, Hawkley, & Cacioppo, 2009 ), or self-esteem (Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001) . Their biggest advantage is, of course, their brevity: They take up less space and time (for responding as well as data coding) and 498267A SMXXX10.1177/1073191113498267AssessmentSpörrle and Bekk
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1 University of Applied Management, Erding, Germany 2 University of Cologne, Cologne, Germany leave room for assessing additional constructs (Drolet & Morrison, 2001) . A second benefit of single items, which was stated by Wanous, Reichers, and Hudy (1997) is that they do not give the respondent the impression that the questions are repeated. Consequently, respondents are more willing to give their time and answer the questions. Because of these reasons, single-item measures, for example to assess personality traits or life satisfaction, are also frequently used in large global studies such as, for instance, the World Values Survey (Bruni & Stanca, 2006) , the European Social Survey (Georgellis, Tsitsianis, & Yin, 2009) , or the Socio-Economic Panel (Gerstorf et al., 2008) .
Regarding their psychometric properties Wanous et al. (1997) empirically demonstrated that single-item and multiple-item measures of job satisfaction correlated strongly, thus indicating that single-item measures are not generally unacceptable (for similar results when examining different constructs, see Bergkvist & Rossiter, 2007; Finkel, Burnette, & Scissors, 2007) . Correspondingly, Burisch (1984a Burisch ( , 1984b Burisch ( , 1997 found out that short measures can be as valid as long measures and that this is especially true for personality measures. He argues that it will become more and more difficult with a growing number of items in a measure to find additional items which are suitable and will increase the validity of the measure, until, at one point, an additional item will actually reduce the validity (Burisch, 1984b) . He therefore suggests that many measures might be improved by shortening them.
Single-Item Personality Measures
Looking at single-item personality measures (i.e., one item per factor) two approaches have been used: One approach uses unipolar single items (Five-Item Personality Inventory [FIPI] , Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003) thereby accepting the risk of acquiescence effects. For example, respondents will tend to affirm an item such as the agreeableness in the FIPI: "I am agreeable, kind (that is, trusting, generous, sympathetic, cooperative, NOT aggressive, or cold)." The second approach tries to avoid this risk by using bipolar single items (Denissen, Geenen, Selfhout, & Aken, 2008; Langford, 2003; Rammstedt, Koch, Borg, & Reitz, 2004; Woods & Hampson, 2005) . However, even these instruments might suffer from acquiescence when they use desirable and undesirable poles to represent personality factors, for example, for agreeableness cordial as one descriptor and harsh as opposite descriptor (Rammstedt et al., 2004 ; see also Denissen et al., 2008) . In addition to acquiescence effects both approaches are based on a reduction of longer measures and, thus, capture only one of the personality facets per dimension.
As a solution, Woods and Hampson's (2005) bipolar SIMP places desirable as well as undesirable characterizations at both poles of each personality factor (for an application of this instrument in a Swedish sample, see Bäccman & Carlstedt, 2010) . This approach of placing several, positively as well as negatively connoted items on both ends of each scale aims at addressing two central shortcomings of alternative short personality measures: First, it takes several facets of one personality dimension into account. Second, it reduces the effect of biased responding based on social desirability because both sides of an item include positive as well as negative aspects. Additionally, modifiers, for example, generally or tends to, are included to further mitigate desirability tendencies. Finally, there is another methodological advantage of this instrument: The SIMP is the only single-item personality measure which is not based on psychometric reductions of longer inventories. Consequently, its items were from the beginning designed to represent the overall personality factor rather than a specific facet.
A criticism that is held up against the SIMP is that one single item might not be able to capture multifaceted characteristics such as the Big Five personality traits. However, this argument might not fully apply to the SIMP: First, as mentioned above, the single-items of the SIMP have from the beginning been constructed to capture the underlying meaning of each overall personality dimension rather than a single specific facet. Due to the item format of presenting several central characteristics of each personality dimension on each pole of the items respondents provide their answers to some extent by calculating a "mental average" for each Big Five trait over all the facets mentioned in each single item. Thus, the multi-item approach of computing an arithmetic mean is replaced by having the participants form a mental average; nevertheless, both approaches assess each Big Five dimension by using an aggregate of several facets. Moreover, even strong proponents of a facet approach consider it appropriate to summarize all facets of one dimension within one expression. A prominent example for this is given in the manual of the NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R; Ostendorf & Angleitner, 2004) : The NEO-PI-R assesses the Big Five dimensions with a total of 240 items assigned to six facets per dimension. Nevertheless, in its short feedback form each of the Big Five dimensions is described in one item with verbal descriptions for the high, intermediate, and low levels of this dimension. This indicates that it is possible to grasp the essential meaning of each Big Five dimension in one item. These five single-item descriptions were also successfully used as single personality items in prior research (Bernard, Walsh, & Mills, 2005) .
for researchers examining German-speaking samples (e.g., from Austria, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, or Switzerland) to address an international audience. Furthermore, using measures consistently in various languages (e.g., the SIMP in Great Britain or the United states, the SIMP-G in Germany or Austria) will simplify the collection, aggregation, and comparison of international data.
Method

Participants and Procedure
A total of 4,263 participants (44% women, mean age = 35.99 years, SD = 11.98, range 15-88 years) took part in seven studies examining the psychometric properties of the SIMP-G (for details on the seven studies, see Table 1 ).
Measures
Single-Item Measures of Personality-German Version. The five single items of the SIMP by Woods and Hampson (2005) were independently translated by three translators who were both familiar with the Five-Factor Personality Model and spoke German and English fluently. In line with the translation method used by Muck, Hell, and Gosling (2007) two of these translators next derived a combined translation of the SIMP questionnaire. This translation was then given to another bilingual expert of personality research, who compared the German translation with the original English version to see whether the translation captured the original meaning of the items (no major changes in the translation were necessary). This procedure resulted in the German version of the SIMP, that is, the SIMP-G (see the appendix for the final version of the SIMP-G; see Table 2 for descriptive statistics and inter-item correlations). To obtain estimates of this instrument's single-item reliability as well as convergent and discriminant validity we used a broad range of alternative Big Five personality measures.
Ten-Item Personality Inventory. We used Muck et al.'s (2007) To examine the external correlations of the SIMP-G we used several constructs. Unless described otherwise we used forward-backward translations to obtain German versions of the instruments. Single-Item Self-Esteem Scale. We used the single-item measure by Robins, Hendin, and Trzesniewski (2001) . The authors report a test-retest reliability of r = .75. Positive and Negative Affect Schedule. We assessed positive (α = .75) and negative (α = .69) affect as a trait using the 10-item Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) short form (Thompson, 2007) .
Portraits Value Questionnaire (PVQ
Altruistic Values Scale. We used seven items on altruistic values by Stern, Dietz, Abel, Guagnano, and Kalof (1999) , α = .85.
Results
Stability-Based (Test-Retest) Single-Item Reliability Indicators
We examined the SIMP-G over three assessment times (with time intervals of one month, n = 122) to calculate the stability-based reliabilities. Overall, this resulted in a total of 5 (personality dimensions) × 3 (time intervals, i.e., t 1 t 2 , t 1 t 3 , t 2 t 3 ) = 15 reliability estimates (r tt ). These estimates ranged from r tt = .63 (openness t 1 t 3 ) to r tt = .82 (extraversion t 2 t 3 ) and were overall satisfactory (mean r tt = .73). 3 The mean retest reliabilities for the five dimensions were .79 (extraversion), .68 (agreeableness), .71 (emotional stability), .74 (conscientiousness), and .72 (openness). These test-retest reliabilities obtained for the SIMP-G are very similar to the retest reliabilities obtained for the English version of the SIMP; for this the authors reported an overall mean retest reliability of .71 (Woods & Hampson, 2005) . The only noticeable difference might be found for the dimension conscientiousness, with the SIMP-G showing a slightly better mean retest reliability (.74) than the English SIMP (.60).
This classical test-retest approach, as Alwin (2007) pointed out, cannot account for changes in the true score over time. To address this shortcoming he recommended two stability estimation approaches, one by Heise (1969) and another one by Wiley and Wiley (1970) which are both based on linear structural quasi-Markov simplex models (and both require three points of assessment at least), but use different constraints in their model assumptions. These test-retest reliability procedures resulted in an overall mean reliability of the SIMP-G of r tt = .81 (for the Heise as well as the Wiley and Wiley estimate). The test-retest reliabilities estimated for the five dimensions, both for the approach by Heise (r ttH ; Heise estimates based on the assumption of equal reliabilities, thus resulting in only one reliability value), as well as by Wiley and Wiley (r ttW ; Wiley and Wiley estimates based on the assumption of equal error variances; the average value of the three obtained estimates is presented) were r ttH = .81, r ttW = .82 (extraversion), r ttH = .74, r ttW = .76 (agreeableness), r ttH = .73, r ttW = .73 (emotional stability), r ttH = .76, r ttW = .77 (conscientiousness), and r ttH = .92, r ttW = .91 (openness). Comparing these findings with the classical test-retest reliabilities (see above) indicates that accounting for variation in the true score increased the reliability estimate. Wanous and Hudy (2001) suggested two different approaches to derive a consistency-based reliability estimate of single-item measures: The first is based on the correction for attenuation formula, using the reliability of a reference measure of the same trait and the empirical as well as assumed underlying construct correlation between these measures. Their second approach also requires a reference measure and uses communalities from factor analysis, by using all the items from the single-item and multi-item measure simultaneously in a factor analysis, as reliability estimates. Denissen et al. (2008) suggests using the same factor-analytic approach but recommended to use the squared main factor loading of the single item, as this is not inflated by secondary factor loadings. We examined the consistency-based single-item reliability of the SIMP-G using all these estimation techniques, that is, the correction for attenuation formula (r SI ), the communalities (h 2 ), and the squared main factor loadings (a 2 ) in five samples using the TIPI (n = 331), BFI-10 (n = 847; two samples), MMs (n = 122), and NEO-FFI (n = 1,559) as reference measures for the SIMP-G.
Consistency-Based Single-Item Reliability Indicators
Mean reliability estimates across all SIMP-G factors and samples were r SI = .50, h 2 = .57, and a 2 = .57. These values are quite similar to those of the original SIMP version (h 2 = .50, Woods & Hampson, 2005) . Mean single-item reliabilities across all methods and samples for the five factors were .70 (extraversion), .46 (agreeableness), .54 (emotional stability), .55 (conscientiousness), and .49 (openness).
Meta-Analysis of Single-Item Reliabilities of Personality Instruments
How should these reliability indicators be interpreted? Because no one has yet provided recommendations regarding single-item reliabilities and because guidelines used to interpret Cronbach's alpha are not transferable to singleitem reliabilities (Osburn, 2000) , we use a meta-analytic approach to provide some first guidelines for the evaluation of single-item measures in the context of personality measures. As data basis we used the findings of Bernard et al. (2005) , Denissen et al. (2008) , Gosling et al. (2003) , Rammstedt et al. (2004) , Woods and Hampson (2005) as well as the single-item reliability estimates of the SIMP-G from our samples. Overall, we were able to obtain 240 different reliability indicators of single-item instruments based on the Big Five model (120 from the sources cited above and 120 from our own data sets).
We report weighted reliability means, using the alpha reliability meta-analysis approach based on the varying coefficient model by Bonett (2010) , which, unlike alternative models, is not based on unrealistic assumptions concerning the reliability and the sampling. This approach takes different sample sizes into account and performs well in conditions with heterogeneous samples and effect sizes. We examined both the stability-based as well as the consistency-based single-item reliability by using all estimation approaches mentioned above.
A total of 33 indicators over all dimensions were stability-based and 207 indicators were consistency-based. 4 Of the 33 stability-based reliability estimates, 11 were based on the retest reliability (r tt ), 11 were based on the approach by Heise (r ttH ), and 11 were based on the approach by Wiley and Wiley (r ttW ), respectively. Of the 207 consistency-based estimates, 81 were based on the correction for attenuation formula (r SI ), 60 were based on the communalities (h 2 ), and 66 on the squared factor loadings (a 2 ). For each of the Big Five personality dimensions we calculated the mid-50% percentile range of the single-item reliabilities and the 25%, 50%, and 75% percentile boarders (values are given in the 1st to 4th numerical row of Table 3 for the stability-based and in the 9th to 12th numerical row for the consistencybased reliabilities). We provide these descriptive values for the five dimensions separately (second to sixth column in Table 3 ) as well as the mean single-item reliability over all five personality dimensions in the last column of Table 3 .
Looking at the last column of Table 3 , the stability-based reliability of single-personality items was on average at .76 (mid 50% between .72 and .82). The consistency-based reliability of single-personality items was on average at .54 (mid 50% between .42 and .66). Looking at the percentiles we can see that for the stability-based reliabilities only the 25% smallest values were smaller than .71. This indicates that the majority (75%) of all retest-reliabilities of singleitems were larger than the established cutoff value (.70; see Peterson, 1994) for reliabilities of multi-item measures. Thus, we can draw the conclusion that these cutoff values are appropriate to evaluate the retest reliabilities of single items as well.
However, for the consistency-based reliability estimates the 25% smallest values are smaller than .42, half of all values are smaller than .54 and 75% of all values are smaller than .67. Thus, over all personality dimensions and all three estimation approaches, 75% of all values have a consistency-based single-item reliability which is smaller than the recommended cutoff value for a multi-item measure as suggested by Peterson (1994) . This demonstrates the need to establish first guidelines for evaluating consistency-based single-item reliability. The values provided in Table 3 might serve as a first orientation not only to interpret the singleitem reliability of the SIMP-G but also the reliability of other single-item measures of personality (e.g., the SIMP in other languages).
From the results of our meta-analytic examination we can extract the following reference points for the Big Five personality factors: Over all five personality dimensions, the average stability-based single-item reliability lies at .76. For the five dimensions the average stability-based single-item reliability lies at .81 (extraversion), .71 (agreeableness), .76 (emotional stability), .74 (conscientiousness), and .78 (openness). For the consistency-based single-item reliability, the average single-item reliability over all five personality dimensions lies at .54. For the five dimensions the average single-item reliability lies at .70 (extraversion), .45 (agreeableness), .53 (emotional stability), .59 (conscientiousness), and .45 (openness). When comparing the reliabilities of the five personality dimensions across the different estimation procedures extraversion assessment was consistently found to be comparatively reliable whereas agreeableness tended to be the least reliable one. These overall reference values might not only be useful in evaluating the single-item reliability of personality measures but might also serve as first reference points for the reliability of single-item measures of other constructs, for example, subdimensions of emotional intelligence or specific values.
As explained above the estimation of the consistencybased single-item reliabilities depends on multi-item reference measures. Therefore, the question arises whether the single-item reliability estimate depends on the number of items of the multi-item instrument. Examining the data from our meta-analysis, it is noticeable that the consistencybased single-item reliability estimates (on all three estimation methods) decrease with an increasing number of items Mean over all five personality dimensions. r tt = test-retest correlation; r SM-H = quasi-Markov simplex model by Heise (1969;  for an overview, see Alwin, 2007) ; r SM-H = quasi-Markov simplex model by Wiley and Wiley (1970;  for an overview, see Alwin, 2007) ; r SI = single-item reliability based on correction for attenuation formula (under the assumption that the underlying construct correlation r = .90, see Wanous & Hudy, 2001) ; h 2 = communalities (Wanous & Hudy, 2001 ); a 2 = squared main factor loadings (Denissen et al., 2008) . Means are weighted by using the SAS alpha reliability meta-analysis program by Bonett (2010) . There were no or, in few cases, only minor (on the second decimal place) differences between the weighted and unweighted means.
of the reference measure: Mean consistency-based reliability estimates across all SIMP-G factors with a reference measure of no more than 10 items were r SI = .60, h 2 = .70, and a 2 = .67; for multiple-item measures with 11 to 50 items they were r SI = .48, h 2 = .56, and a 2 = .57; and for multipleitem measures with more than 50 items they were r SI = .36, h 2 = .37, and a 2 = .38. Therefore, when evaluating consistency-based reliability estimates of single-item instruments the length of the reference instrument has to be taken into account and should, therefore, be reported.
Convergent and Discriminant Validity
With a mean correlation of r Mean = .53, r = [.29; .76], the SIMP-G showed good convergent validity (i.e., correlation with the mean value of the same dimension of another personality instrument) based on 35 (five dimensions and seven samples) correlations with the TIPI (n = 331), BFI-10 (n = 847; two samples), MMs (n = 122; assessed three times), and NEO-FFI (n = 1,559). The majority of the correlations (i.e., 18 of 35) were r ≥ .50 (indicating a large effect) and only one correlation was r ≤ .30 (which indicates a less than medium-sized effect, Cohen, 1988 Kurtz, Yamagata, and Terracciano (2011) . Just like their findings our results also indicate on average a higher reliability of the stability-based indicators (compared with the consistency-based indicators) with a lower variability (i.e., smaller range). In line with this higher reliability, McCrae et al. showed that the stability-based indicators were more important predictors of validity criteria than the consistencybased indicators.
To test the discriminant validity between the factors we examined the absolute off-diagonal correlations: Within the SIMP-G as well as between the SIMP-G and alternative personality measures we computed the mean absolute correlation of each personality dimension with the remaining four factors. The 10 absolute off-diagonal correlations between the personality factors within the SIMP-G (mean |r| = .11, [.03; .27]) as well as the 140 absolute off-diagonal correlations between the SIMP-G and the alternative factorbased multi-item Big Five measurements (mean |r| = .05, [.00; .27]) were overall very low indicating that the content of the item of one personality dimension did not overlap with the content of the items of other dimensions.
Overall, across the seven samples and factors we obtained 35 convergent and 150 discriminant correlations (i.e., 4 discriminant correlations for each convergent correlation plus 10 within off-diagonal correlations). In all 35 cases (i.e., for each factor of the Big Five in each of the seven samples) the convergent correlation was higher than even the highest absolute discriminant correlation of the respective factor. For the five factors the mean absolute discriminant correlations were |r| = .08, [.00; .27 The majority of discriminant correlations (i.e., 102 of 140) were r ≤ .10, and no correlation was r ≥ .30. The overall mean convergent correlation (r = .53) was substantially higher than the overall mean absolute discriminant correlation (|r| = .05).
External Correlates
Most of the external correlations of the SIMP-G (i.e., 70 out of 95) were in the direction which was expected based on previous research (see Table 4 ; correlations which were in the expected direction are indicated in bold numbers), thus indicating high consensus with existing evidence. Moreover, 80 out of 95 correlations were consistent in terms of their direction with those obtained on the basis of the multi-item personality measures in our samples (Table 4 also includes the correlation of the multi-item personality measures with the external criteria for comparative purposes-these correlations are given in brackets). Overall, these findings indicate substantial convergence of the SIMP-G with existing evidence as well as with our data when using the reference instruments.
We compared the correlations between the SIMP-G and the external criteria with the correlations between multiitem measures of personality and the same external criteria. The correlations did not differ significantly in their strength in over half of the cases (i.e., in 68 out of 95 cases). Thus, for most criterion correlations we did not find a significant difference between the application of the SIMP-G and the other Big Five measures using (substantially) more items.
When looking descriptively at the absolute numerical correlation values the multi-item measures showed higher correlations with the criteria than the SIMP-G in the majority of cases (i.e., 68 out of 95 cases). The SIMP-G showed higher correlations in 26 out of 95 cases and exactly the same value as the multi-item measure in 1 case out of 95. This analysis, however, does not take negligible differences in the value of the correlations into account. Therefore, we also used Cohen's (1988) effect size norms for correlation coefficients to build three groups: In the first group, which was the largest (i.e., 46 out of 95 cases), the coefficients of both, the SIMP-G and the multi-item measure with the external criterion, lay in the same effect size interval, either between 0 and 0.1 or between 0.1 and 0.3 or between 0.3 and 0.5 or above 0.5. In the second and third group, the coefficients of the SIMP-G and the multi-item measure did not fall into the same effect size interval: In the second group, the coefficient for the multi-item measure was larger than for the SIMP-G (i.e., in 40 out of 95 cases). In the third group, the coefficient for the SIMP-G was larger than for the multi-item measure (i.e., in 9 out of 95 cases). Summarizing, in the majority of cases the correlation between the external criterion and the SIMP-G did not significantly differ from the correlation between the same external criterion and the multi-item measure of personality. When comparing the correlations on basis of established effect size intervals most correlations between the external criterion and the SIMP-G were either equal or even larger (i.e., 55 out of 95 cases) than the correlation between the external criterion and the multi-item measure. Thus, the SIMP-G overall showed a pattern of external correlations in line with existing findings and similar to those of the longer measures used in our surveys.
Predictive Validity
We followed a two-step regression approach: In the first step, we used the SIMP-G as predictors (i.e., five predictors), in the second step we added the additional Big Five measure to determine the incremental variance explained by the additional instrument (i.e., a total of 10 predictors).
As can be seen in Table 5 , the SIMP-G predicted a significant amount of variance of all outcome variables. Based on Cohen (1988) almost half of these proportions (i.e., 8 out of 19) are to be regarded as medium effects (i.e., .13 ≤ R 2 ≤ .26). When examining the additional variance explained by the multi-item personality measures in the second step, results indicated that in more than half of the cases (i.e., 11 out of 19) the multi-item measure explained less than 13% of variance (which is equal to a small-to-medium effect size) in addition to the variance already explained by the SIMP-G; in 10 out of 19 cases the multi-item measure explained less additional variance than was explained by the SIMP-G in the first step.
Across all criterion and instrument constellations both instruments (i.e., the SIMP-G and a second Big Five measure) together explained on average a total of 23% of the variance of the criterion. Of the total variance explained by the two personality instruments the SIMP-G explained, in the first step, on average 50% of the totally explained variance (R 2 adj = .12, [.04; .23] ) and the second instrument explained on average additional 50% of the criterion variance (ΔR 2 adj = .11, [.00; .27]). Thus, adding at least twice as many items (the shortest additional Big Five instruments has 10 items) resulted on average in a duplication of the explained variance.
The proportion of variance explained clearly varied as a function of the length of the second Big Five instrument: Instruments with 10 or 11 items explained on average an additional 10% of the total variance explained by personality. Thus, doubling the number of items resulted in less than doubling the variance explained. On the contrary, instruments with 40 or more items explained only an additional 15% of variance to the variance explained by the SIMP-G.
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good reference baseline for a general analysis of the predictive value of the Big Five personality dimensions.
Biological Sex and Age Effects
There were significant differences between female (n = 1,874) and male (n = 2,389) participants for the factors agreeableness, openness, and emotional stability in line with previous research (for similar results, see Chapman, Duberstein, Sörensen, & Lyness, 2007; Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001) For women we detected a positive relation between emotional stability and age, r = .09, p ≤ .001, whereas for men there was a negative association between openness and age, r = −.09, p ≤ .001, and a positive correlation between conscientiousness and age, r = .07, p ≤ .001 (for similar results, see Goldberg, Sweeney, Merenda, & Hughes, 1998; Lucas & Donnellan, 2009 ). Overall, these findings are totally consistent with existing evidence, thus further corroborating the valid applicability of the SIMP-G.
Discussion
It was our aim to develop and validate the German version of the SIMP by Woods and Hampson (2005) and to provide first guidelines for the interpretation of the various single-item reliability approaches for the field of personality research. Given its brevity the SIMP-G proved to be a relatively reliable and valid measure of personality: The SIMP-G's single-item reliabilities were similar to those of its English original version, and it showed good stability over time. The convergent validity, too, was good for the SIMP-G with medium to strong convergent correlations with a broad range of alternative personality measures and small discriminant correlations.
The external correlations of the SIMP-G with various outcome variables were mainly in line with existing evidence-even though they tended to be smaller in magnitude-thus confirming its validity in terms of external criteria. Future research should extend our preliminary evidence by examining associations between the SIMP-G factors and additional criteria, especially in fields were short instruments are particularly needed. This is the case, for example, in the field of work and occupational or personnel psychology or management for which job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991) , job satisfaction (Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002) , self-efficacy (Strobel, Tumasjan, & Spörrle, 2011) , or leadership styles (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002) might be relevant criteria to examine.
In line with previous findings demonstrating the usefulness of short measures (Mõttus, Pullmann, & Allik, 2006; Yarkoni, 2010) , our research provides a reliable and valid German version of the SIMP. The SIMP-G provides a good baseline for a general analysis of the predictive value of the Big Five personality dimensions. Given these encouraging findings it seems promising to validate additional versions of the SIMP in other common languages (e.g., Spanish or Chinese) and to transfer this approach of single-item measurement into the domain of facets of personality (see Mullins-Sweatt, Jamerson, Samuel, Olson, & Widiger, 2006 , for a first approach on this). Moreover, even though selfreports are the usual basis of personality research other-person evaluations of personality were also found to have predictive value across various fields of psychological research (Bekk & Spörrle, 2010) . Thus, future research might examine the psychometric properties of the SIMP-G from an other-person perspective. Irrespective of the perspective, the SIMP-G is not designed to assess a differentiated personality profile or to examine specific personality facets; only multiitem measures are appropriate for these purposes.
The SIMP-G provides researchers from various research areas with an economic first indicator of personality, for example, to statistically control for personality differences. This can be done by either using the SIMP-G items as covariates in multiple regression analyses (Spörrle, Strobel, & Tumasjan, 2010) , or by building a residualized index to examine if personality accounts for the effects of interest (Mehl, Vazire, Holleran, & Clark, 2010) . Additionally, the SIMP-G items can be used as covariates to control for personality factors in more complex models, like (multiple) mediation models (for using covariates within mediation models, see Preacher & Hayes, 2008) . Furthermore personality factors-even though not affecting the dependent variable-might be correlated with the predictor variable, thus acting as a suppressor variable. In such cases, the SIMP-G might be used in semipartial correlations by partialing personality out (Ones, Viswesvaran, & Reiss, 1996) .
This research also provides the first meta-analytic guidelines for the interpretation of single-item reliabilities in the context of personality assessment. Such guidelines are important as single items will most likely be less reliable than multiple-item measures, and can, thus, not be compared directly with multiple-item measures with regard to their reliability. Moreover, we found the consistency-based reliability of single items to depend on the reliability of the multiple-item reference measure used to estimate the single-item reliability (i.e., longer reference instruments result in lower reliability estimates). Therefore, meta-analytic guidelines comprising singleitem reliability estimates resulting from reference measures of different length provide researchers with a tool to better interpret the single-item reliabilities of their personality measures. Several conclusions can be drawn from our meta-analytic review: First, it might be possible to use established evaluation rules of retest-reliabilities to evaluate the stability-based single-item reliability, as we could show that these estimates have on average a singleitem reliability of .76. Moreover, concerning retest reliabilities, the two different approaches (i.e., retest correlation and estimation models based on linear structural quasi-Markov simplex procedures) seem to result in somewhat different stability estimates: Controlling for the true score variation (which seems reasonable because reliability is an accuracy indicator of the instrument but not of the trait's fluctuations) increased stability estimates.
Second, with an average value of .54 most of the consistency-based single-item reliabilities were below the accepted reliability levels of multiple-item measures (even though, at least for some extraversion single items, surprisingly good reliability estimates higher than .70 were obtained). Thus, in line with previous research on singleitem reliabilities of job satisfaction (Wanous et al., 1997) , we provide evidence that it might be necessary to evaluate consistency-based single-item reliabilities on the basis of guidelines different from those of multiple-item measures.
Third, our analysis is the first to include all three indicators of consistency-based single-item reliability suggested to date, that is, the correction for attenuation formula (r SI ), the communalities (h 2 ), and the squared main factor loadings (a 2 ). Our findings suggest that on aggregated levels these indicators resulted in similar reliability estimates with the communality (h 2 ) tending to be an upper bound of single-item reliability estimates. Nevertheless, their sometimes pronounced differences (e.g., for extraversion) point to the necessity of reporting all of them when addressing singleitem reliability.
Fourth, across different single-item measures of personality, consistency-based single-item reliabilities were systematically lower than test-retest reliability coefficients, thus indicating that representatives of both reliability concepts should be considered when evaluating an instrument. Finally, the meta-analytic findings indicate that some personality dimensions (e.g., extraversion, stability-based r Mean = .81, consistency-based r Mean = .70) are consistently assessed more reliably by means of single-item instruments than others (e.g., agreeableness, stability-based r Mean = .71, consistency-based r Mean = .45). This result points to the possibility that the latter dimensions might either be perceived more heterogeneously or that these dimensions are more normatively evaluative, that is, people stick to social norms and do not dare answer to be disagreeable, which would lead to less reliable answers than for less evaluative dimensions. Thus, it seems to be useful to not only look at overall guidelines but also at guidelines for each personality dimension separately. Future research should examine whether these findings can be consistently replicated and whether they are based on differences in the item characteristics or in the respondents' ability to evaluate the respective personality trait.
Appendix
German Adaptation of the Single-Item Measures of Personality (SIMP-G)
Concluding, we can state that the SIMP-G is a relatively reliable and valid measure of personality. The SIMP-G provides researchers from various research areas with an efficient first indicator of personality. Translating and validating the original English measure into German is a first step to provide international researchers all over the globe with a psychometrically sound and short personality instrument. Using this instrument will allow future research to compare the results gained from it more easily even across cultures. Furthermore this research provides some first meta-analytic guidelines on single-item reliability for personality measures. This provides researchers with the means to evaluate the strength of their instrument's single-item reliability, thus helping them to conduct research with very short scales whenever this is needed. 
